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Abstract: 
In the last years, there have been protests by residents against tourism in several destinations around the world. Tourists have also 
increasingly complained about destinations being overcrowded. At the same time, visitors are looking for more authentic 
experiences. Our research has been conducted in Bruges, one of the major tourist destinations in Belgium to analyse stakeholder’s 
perceptions of mass tourism and how destinations can ensure a more sustainable development. One of the major findings from this 
research is the importance of locals’ support to promote a sustainable tourism. Residents and local entrepreneurship could have a 
more positive attitude towards tourism if the positive impact outweighs the disadvantages of tourism. Practical and managerial 
implications are suggested. 
 
Keywords: mass tourism, overtourism, mature destination, sustainable tourism 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Throughout last century, tourism has shown an exceptional growth, that experts expect to continue. One of the 
reasons of this rapid progress is the increasing economic and cultural globalization (Bramwell & Lane, 1993; Mowforth 
& Munt, 2003; Sharpley & Harrison, 2017; Theng, et al., 2015; UNWTO, 2004), which has transformed tourism. 
Indeed, the democratization of travels, the development of information technologies and the free movement of 
resources, people and goods (Christou, 2002; Čerović et al., 2015; Küçükaltan & Pirnar, 2016; George, 2017; 
Mombeuil, 2018) have changed the way tourists behave before, during and after their trips. Tourism, as one of the 
principal economic activities worldwide, is considered as a global force capable of promoting innovation, peace and 
sustainable development.  
However, negative connotations also arise from globalization and tourism. First of all, mass tourism may lead to 
the over usage of the host destination's natural and socio-cultural environments (Lupoli, 2013). Furthermore, literature 
explains how tourism transforms the socio-economical relationships to bring into market exchange attractions that were 
not market-based before, such as landscape, culture, fragile ecosystems, and even ethnic minorities, social problems 
and poverty (Jeannite & Lapointe, 2016). This can lead to the commodification of community resources with an 
unfavourable reaction of residents and negative effects on local customs and sense of identity (Greenwood, 1977; 
Moscardo & Pearce, 2003; Ryan & Aicken, 2005; Chatzigeorgiou et al., 2017). Furthermore, increased visitors’ flows 
could reduce the authenticity of the tourist offer (MacCannell, 1973), and transform it into a form of staged or pseudo 
authenticity (Cohen, 1988).  
Although in the last years a great number of tourists is looking for new, experiential (Pine & Gilmore, 1999), 
authentic, and sustainable forms of tourism, away from famous places and from other tourists (Hyde & Lawson, 2003; 
Mowforth & Munt, 2003), many destinations worldwide are increasingly struggling with problems such as mass 
tourism, overtourism, commodification of local culture and loss of authenticity, that can destroy those same local 
characters that attract tourists  (Colomb & Novy, 2016; Harvey, 2001; Sorkin, 1992; Zukin, 1995; Volgger et al., 2017; 
Zwegers, 2018). For example, cities like Barcelona, Berlin and Venice, are facing some of these issues, that clearly 
overshadow the advantages of tourism development.  
This paper explores different stakeholder’s perceptions on the impacts of tourism in a mature destination. The aim 
of our research is to understand how a sustainable long-term development is possible, adapting the offer to trends which 
are stirring tourists away from standardized and massive tourism activities onto more personalized and unique tourism 
experiences. The research has taken Bruges, the second most visited destination in Belgium, as a case-study (FPS 
Economy, 2017; Toerisme Vlaanderen, 2017).  
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LITERATURE REVIEW  
 
Mass tourism 
 
The phenomenon of mass tourism started in the mid-twentieth century and was very popular until about two 
decades ago. It is mainly defined by the (high) number of tourists visiting a certain area compared to the location 
dimension and inhabitant’s density (Theng, et al., 2015). The amount of tourist arrivals worldwide evolved in the last 
decades from 25 million in 1950 to more than 1.3 billion in 2017 (source: UNWTO).  Furthermore, globalization has 
pushed people to look for urban tourist experiences (Ashworth & Page, 2011; Thrift, 1997). As a consequence of this, 
in post-modern cities, frequently previous industrial centres now in crisis, tourism and leisure are increasingly part of 
urban offer, and frequently they are dominant. However, cities, which are now becoming places for entertainment, are 
not planned to be tourist destinations (Llewelyn-Davies et al., 1996). This situation often leads to the offer of 
standardized products and services, and the McDonaldization of historic city centres (Mc Neill, 1999; Ritzer, 1999; 
2009).  
The effects of mass tourism on destinations have been a broadly researched topic over the last few decades. Butler 
(1980; 1990; 2006) is one of the pioneers and most well-known authors in this field. Researchers such as Archer, et al. 
(2005), Russo (2002), Vainikka (2013b), Van der Borg, et al. (1996), and others have written about the effects of mass 
tourism on mature destinations and about the levels of tourist arrivals that can be considered acceptable and sustainable. 
Two valid indicators of local capacity related to tourism development are the tourism intensity (the visitor to resident 
ratio) and the tourism function index (ratio of tourist beds to residents) (Van der Borg et al., 1996; Vargas-Sánchez et 
al., 2011). The first indicator is related to the carrying capacity and indicates residents’ perceptions of tourism. 
According to UNWTO, carrying capacity is “the maximum number of people that may visit a tourist destination at the 
same time without causing destruction of the physical, economic or socio-cultural environment and an unacceptable 
decrease in tourist satisfaction” (1997:5). The second indicator relates the residents’ attitude to the level of tourism 
development. It is related to social carrying capacity, which refers to residents’ impact perceptions (Graefe & Vaske, 
1987; Muler Gonzalez et al., 2018; Van der Borg, 1992 Chatzigeorgiou, 2017; Anestis Fotiadis, Nuryyev, 
Achyldurdyyeva, & Spyridou, 2019; A. Fotiadis & Williams, 2018).  
The Doxy Irritation Model, or Doxey’s Irridex, created in the mid 1970’s, shows the evolution in locals’ attitudes 
towards tourism, on the bases of the levels of tourism development in a place. According to this model, there are four 
stages in the attitudes of locals towards tourism: euphoria, apathy, annoyance and antagonism. Mass tourism is seen as 
a very positive phenomenon at its early stages, getting progressively as a negative one. Indeed, as some authors have 
pointed out, not every tourist destination passes through all phases. It depends on circumstances, tourist behaviours, 
differences in culture, etc. (Abdool, 2002; Mowforth & Munt, 1998). Besides, residents’ attitude towards tourism in 
heritage cities depends also on the type of tourist development and the tourist’s length of stay (day trip, short or long-
stay) (Muler Gonzales et al., 2018; Murphy, 1981). 
In the first stage of euphoria, the destination improves infrastructures and employment opportunities increase for 
locals. Subsequently, external companies enter in the market and locals start to get less input from the tourism activity. 
Thus, tensions can arise between the local population and the external companies developing tourism and changing the 
area (Abdool, 2002; Butler, 2006). Now is when phase 2, apathy, takes place. In the consolidation stage (Butler, 2006), 
there are more tourists than local permanent inhabitants and locals are likely to start feeling more dissatisfied with 
tourism. They move to phase 3, annoyance. Saturation points are approaching and residents experience the pressure put 
on their daily life by the high season (Abdool, 2002). After that, carrying capacity levels are reached or exceeded. When 
destinations reach the stagnation stage, they are referred to as ‘mature destinations’ and have difficulties in 
differentiating themselves from other similar destinations. This is usually the point when locals reach phase 4, 
antagonism, being tired of the pressure of tourism. Tourists will get blamed for making daily life unpleasant and the 
relation between residents and tourists will go from bad to worse (Abdool, 2002). In these phase often tourism is no 
more sustainable in economic, social or environmental terms, creating considerable problems such as building 
speculation, increase in housing prices and gentrification, deterioration of physical and social environment, traffic and 
so on (Manning & Powers, 1984; Van der Borg, et al., 1996). Besides, excessive arrivals also affect tourists’ perceptions 
of the destination. In conclusion, negative consequences that arise from mass tourism affect locals as well as tourists, 
making the destination less attractive for both parties (Mowforth & Munt, 1998).  
In this last phase is most likely to happen the phenomenon of overtourism originate; it represents a state in which 
tourism flows are too high with reference to local situation (size of the interested area, number of residents, etc.). In 
case of overtourism, local community often manifests its negative attitude towards visitors by means of public initiatives 
such as protests, banners against tourists, etc. For example, in 2017 there have been protests in Spain, Italy and Croatia. 
Unless such tourism destinations rejuvenate, many of them will enter the Butler’s Life Cycle phase of decline (Custodio 
Santos, et al., 2014). This phase will occur in case of increasing competition or irreversible environmental damages 
with infrastructures abandoned (Cole, 2007). If no action is taken, interest in the destination will keep declining. In case 
of re-launch, the destination should put a lot of energy into rejuvenating the offer, repositioning it and re-involving 
local inhabitants to attract new and unique niche markets (Kozak & Martin, 2011; Patoski & Ikeda, 1993; Sheldon & 
Abenoja, 2001; Christou, 2003; Del Chiappa, 2018; Martins, 2018). In the last time, numerous researchers have 
analysed overtourim and how destinations should manage it. For instance, Milano (2018) suggests some strategies 
called ‘5Ds’ to face the phenomenon: deseasonalization, decongestion, decentralization, diversification, deluxe tourism. 
However, tourism and social conflicts are still a reality and deeper studies on this issue are needed (Nella & Christou, 
2014; de Almeida Ramos & Fernandes, 2016 Milano & Mansilla; 2018b). 
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The role of local community  
 
Local community is one of the most important stakeholders and is crucial in a tourist destination. Locals help to 
determine both the quality of the tourism experience and the image of the destination (Ferrari & Gilli, 2018; Kotler et 
al., 2003; Peng et al., 2014; Wearing & Wearing, 2001). Indeed, tourism success is function of the “goodwill of local 
residents” and their levels of hospitality (Gursoy et al., 2002) as well as their involvement in processes of planning, 
marketing and management of tourism (Jamal & Getz, 1995). A positive attitude on the part of residents towards tourists 
increases the levels of satisfaction, improving the capacity to welcome tourists and creating a favourable climate 
towards visitors (Harrill, 2004; Ritzer, 1999; Perdue et al., 1990).  
This attitude depends also on objective and subjective factors, in particular on costs and benefits perceived in 
reference to economic, social and environmental aspects (Gursoy et al., 2002) and above all on the impact of tourism 
on the place; in addition, it is influenced by the community attachment of each host, in other words by the level of 
involvement and social integration in the life of the community and the emotional attachment to the community itself 
(Mc Cool & Martin, 1994). The success of tourism is based, therefore, on the goodwill of local residents and their 
hospitality. The discussion so far shows the need to involve the main stakeholders, firstly the residents, which leads to 
a favourable attitude on the part of residents towards the tourism phenomenon (Ryan, 2010; Christou, 2010; Almeyda-
Ibáñez & George, 2017). In the last decades, the negative effects of mass tourism on local resources have determined 
an increasing importance of sustainability in tourism. 
 
 
Sustainability in tourism 
 
A movement away from mass tourism started in the early 1990’s, when the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro 
pressured the tourism industry to focus more on sustainable forms of development (Pigram & Wahab, 2005). Many 
destinations are now working on programs to limit the impact of tourism (Edwards, 2017). The challenge is to keep 
working on tourism growth but respecting ecological, social, economic, and political sustainability. The term 
“sustainable tourism” came into use in the late 1980s as a result of the growing awareness of the impact of tourism 
development and was mainly seen as the exact opposite of “mass tourism” (Butler, 1999; Clarke, 1997; Mowforth & 
Munt, 2003; Swarbrooke, 1999). Yet, the concept has evolved over time. Today it aims to promote the expansion of an 
area without destroying its resources for future generations, minimising environmental negative aspects, maximising 
the positive ones and distributing value in a balanced way (Miller, 2001; Molina-Azorín & Font, 2015; Spangenberg, 
2000; 2002; Spangenberg & Valentin, 1999; Stoddard et al., 2012; Chami & Kaminyoge, 2019). Today the term 
sustainable tourism “encompasses an approach to tourism which recognises the importance of the host community, the 
way staff are treated and the desire to maximise the economic benefit of tourism for the host community” (Swarbrooke, 
1999: 19). 
 
 
Tourism in Bruges 
 
Bruges is one of the seven art-cities in Flanders, Belgium, that are the main tourism destinations in the area. Since 
the year 2000, the entire inner city centre of Bruges has been recognized as a World Heritage Site by UNESCO. 
Nevertheless, tourism has mainly been focused on a four square-kilometres area, named the ‘Golden Triangle’. It has 
been actively promoted to alleviate tourism pressure in the rest of the city. In the period 2011- 2015, in there was an 
average yearly growth of tourists of 2,8% (Toerisme Vlaanderen, 2017). In 2015, Bruges welcomed 3.079.720 day-
visitors. Compared to 2014, there was a decrease of 3,3%, that was the first decrease in the visitors’ number.  The 
tourism department of Bruges differentiates between three types of tourists for their statistics: recreational visitors, 
excursionists and tourists (Brugge, 2016). Recreational visitors are people who live within 20 kilometres from Bruges 
and are mostly attracted by urban facilities, rather than pure tourism. In 2015 Bruges welcomed 1,27 million recreational 
visitors, about 3.500 on a daily basis (Brugge, 2016). Excursionists are those people who live outside a range of 20 
kilometres around Bruges and who visit the city purely for recreational purposes. They stay for at least one hour in the 
city but do not spend the night. In 2015 there were 5,27 million day-tourists in Bruges, about 14.000 to 15.000 on an 
average daily basis. About half of them were foreigners (Brugge, 2016). Tourists spend at least one night in Bruges. In 
2015, there were 1,28 million stay-tourists who accounted for 2,2 million nights in total. The average stay was 1,75 
nights (Brugge, 2016). About 80% of the total visitors in Bruges are foreigners. Most of them come from France, 
Germany and The Netherlands but also from the United Kingdom (Neuts & Nijkamp, 2012).  
Bruges is vulnerable to the (negative) effects of tourism because the city has relatively few inhabitants compared 
to the number of tourists that they receive on a yearly basis. According to Van der Borg, et al. (1996), Bruges has a 
tourism intensity of 23,4. This means that for every inhabitant, there are 23 tourists. Compared to the ratios of cities 
like Amsterdam (5,9 ratio), Florence (9,8 ratio) or even Oxford (11,5 ratio), it is a high ratio. This indicates that the 
pressure created by tourism on Bruges is much higher than i.e. on Amsterdam, reaching a sensitive social carrying 
capacity level. Indeed, Bruges already has problems with locals and economic activities moving away from the city 
centre due to tourism (Van der Borg, et al., 1996). Thus, negative impacts arise from mass tourism on Bruges such 
congestion, overcrowding, mobility problems, rising living cost and touristification (Peeters et al. 2018). 
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METHODOLOGY  
 
A qualitative study was conducted to explore stakeholder’s perceptions, attitudes and practices towards mass 
tourism and their impact on the destination. Through a qualitative method people involved in a situation are best placed 
to express their world-view in their words, obtaining in-depth insight into the social reality of subjects (Veal, 2006). 
Fifteen in-depth interviews, each of approximately 60 to 80 minutes, were conducted with different tourism 
stakeholders of Bruges between January and February of 2017. Interviewees were chosen based on their current 
activities in tourism related areas, such as hotels, restaurants, information offices, museums (both private and public 
sector) and their willingness to take part in the study. They were 9 men and 6 women between 20 and 60 years old, 
living and working in Bruges. 
The snowball technique was used to contact them, because it enables the researcher to use other people’s networks. 
All interviews were recorded and transcribed the same day to ensure minimal information loss. A subsequent step was 
to structure meanings using narrative, leaving the stories of participants as they were told. The narrative gives more in-
depth information about participants’ experiences (Saunders, et al., 2009). As in previous qualitative studies on tourism 
(Hernandez et al., 2018), Nvivo software was employed to examine and categorize data, using open, axial and selective 
coding (Gibbs, 2002). The number of interviews was decided according to the principle of saturation, which states that 
data collection should end when no new categories emerge from the data (Silverman, 1998). 
 
  
FINDINGS & DISCUSSION  
 
When participants were interviewed on their perceptions regarding tourism activity in Bruges, most of them 
mentioned that tourism in the city had never been as ‘good’ as in the last years, as the number of tourists has increased. 
Reports from the tourism department of Flanders (Brugge, 2016; Nella & Christou, 2016; Toerisme Vlaanderen, 2017) 
confirmed this trend.  Interviewee E declared: “I think Bruges will stay a popular tourist destination. I think it will 
probably even increase its popularity because it is doing a lot of promotion”.  
Respondents also expressed their concern on two socio-political issues that influence in the number of tourists 
received by Bruges. As literature explains, tourism in Europe declined as a result of terrorism (Teoman, 2017) and one 
of the participants agree with this: “With the terrorist attacks, we lost 10% occupancy and we belong to the lucky ones. 
The average hotel in Bruges lost about 20%” (Interviewee A).  On the other hand, some interviewees claimed Bruges 
could lose a lot of tourists as a direct consequence of the Brexit in UK. British tourists are crucial for Bruges, as they 
account for over 20% of total stay over tourists (WES, 2012). The Brexit may cause insecurity for British people and a 
higher exchange rate, leading them to travel more within their own country (Lim, 2017; Pappas, 2017). Interviewee B 
said about this: “Brexit is very negative for us. Americans are slowly starting to come back but there are many fewer 
British people”.  
Thus, we can see how the number of tourists and the strategies to increase/ maintain those figures are key topics 
for respondents. They associate a greater number of tourists with a positive development of the tourism activity. At 
first, this general support to mass tourism seems to be in sharp contrast with what literature on sustainable tourism 
explains: a greater number of arrivals do not always suppose an appropriate development of tourism. Growth is not 
always a synonym of sustainable development. In addition, this general support is contrary to locals’ attitudes in other 
mature destinations such as Barcelona, Amsterdam and Venice, where an increasing number of public protests can be 
seen against tourism (Edwards, et al., 2017). However, Flemish Tourism Board claimed that about 76% of locals in 
Bruges support tourism and for 70% of Bruges’ inhabitants the benefits of tourism still outweigh its negative impacts 
(Nijs, 2016).  
Nevertheless, contradictions emerged from participant’s discourses. Although currently respondents recognized no 
signs of any protest against tourism, not all participants agreed with the numbers provided by the Tourism Board. About 
that, Interviewee E explains: “Studies claiming that everyone loves tourism are often written by government and people 
who benefit from it. However, it is true that there are no protests or groups specifically against tourism”. Some of the 
respondents also clarified that most locals support tourism because they understand it is key for the economic 
development. For instance, Interviewee E commented that without tourism the city would be literally dead: “Everyone 
realizes that the real negative situation would be if we do not have tourists. If we think only about hospitality, we have 
about 3000 direct employees. You can count about 1500 extra jobs surrounding hospitality”. 
Some interviewees recognized negative impacts of tourism on the destination. They explained that locals are 
regularly annoyed by the effect of tourism on their daily life. They claimed that the city is starting to feel like a theme 
park: there has been an enormous increase in the number of excursionists, due to the expansion of the cruise port. 
Visitors come in big groups and put extra pressure on the city without spending enough time and money to generate a 
positive impact. Interviewee A explains: “For every cruise ship that arrives, there are 3,000 people who are going to go 
through the city centre at the same time and not spend a dime”. Research on this issue has also indicated that cruise 
tourism has a low and unequal economic impact on destinations (Klein, 2011). Indeed, these tourists spend less than 
30% of what other tourists spend on a daily basis (Brida & Zapata, 2010).  
Residents deal with the negative consequences of this short-term flood of people, such as overcrowding. As Klein 
(2011) explains, when talking about cruise tourism, is necessary to consider communities and stakeholders, ensuring 
an equal distribution of economic benefits in the community and minimizing sociocultural impacts. Regarding 
overcrowding in Bruges, some stakeholders interviewed explained that they receive complaints or remarks from locals, 
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that, especially during the high season, try to avoid the city centre in busy times. Interviewee B said about this: 
“Sometimes it is impossible to go around the city centre. It is plenty of tourists and mobility there is limited”.  
As to sustainability of tourism development aspects, respondents highlighted the lack of real collaboration between 
the tourism board and the stakeholders in tourism planning and management. This holds in line with outcomes provided 
by the Belgian Federal Tourism Board, which says that only 6% of locals feel that they have a voice in tourism planning 
and 42% of the locals would like to have more to say about the tourism policy in Bruges (Nijs, 2016). Alliances and 
inclusive partnership between public and private sector and local community could be a key instrument for social 
sustainable development (Hernandez et al., 2018). However, most participants are confident that tourism will, at least, 
be sustainable in the long run. Bruges is starting to change its strategies, identifying most beneficial target groups with 
promotion strategies towards those selected groups. Interviewee G said about this: “We do not work with markets 
anymore. We work with target groups. Our target group is the cultural value seeker...”. 
Another of the city main concerns in terms of tourism sustainability is the protection of the residential function. 
According to the tourism board, a city without inhabitants loses its attractiveness. Interview A explains: “Visitors are 
looking for authentic activities, they want to see the ‘real’ Bruges, but sometimes they are disappointed caused they 
only see more tourists. Locals are moving to other areas”. In order to achieve this goal, besides targeting the ‘right’ 
kind of tourists, the city wants also to spread tourists through space and time by creating individual and authentic 
experiences, avoiding overcrowding. Interviewee G explained that the new tourism policy of Copenhagen 2020 ‘The 
end of tourism as we know it’ (Wonderful Copenhagen, 2017) is a good example of the creation of individual programs 
for different types of tourists, giving in the same time locals more input in tourism policies: “It’s a new policy which 
focuses mostly on what they call localhood. They have taken a step back from existing hotels and attractions and they 
want to focus on authentic experiences in cooperation with local inhabitants.” As previous studies suggest, there are 
several examples of organizations that facilitate the interaction between residents and customers, where visitors create 
their own experiences (Binkhorst & Dekker, 2009; Guimont & Lapointe, 2016). 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
After more than 40 years of research on the consequences of tourism on destinations, debates on this complex and 
dynamic issue are still needed. Nowadays, mass tourism and overtourism are problems for many cities worldwide. Both 
public and private stakeholders of destinations can’t ignore the negative impacts of this phenomenon. Protests against 
tourism are starting to become more common and destinations must take charge of the situation and suggest solutions. 
Overcrowding is a complex issue that needs an early detection and long-term planning with all stakeholders involved. 
It is not enough to just analyze the number of visitors that arrive. Deeper analysis of what is really happening in the 
community are needed to anticipate negative consequences. Different stakeholders of the destination analyzed express 
they are willing to support tourism if the benefits, for them personally or as a community, outweigh disadvantages 
provoked by the tourism industry. 
Thus, to ensure sustainable tourism in the long run, it is suggested to (1) protect the need of residential areas of a 
destination, (2) target the right tourists, (3) offer authentic experiences (4) include locals in tourism policy making. For 
mature tourism destinations like Bruges to ensure that they will remain an attractive destination amongst all the 
competition, they need to market themselves in new ways. One of the main recommendations is to focus more on 
individual marketing. Destinations should define their specific tourist target groups. Note that it is just as important, if 
not even more important, to define which tourists are interesting for the destination and to design strategies to attract 
them. Added to this, the destination should be prepared to offer personalized, unique and memorable experiences. 
Getting locals involved in activities for tourists, i.e. co-creating tours, will not only improve the feeling of authenticity, 
it will also give locals a possibility of more participation which will improve their support for tourism development. 
As other authors suggest (Milano, Novelli & Cheer; 2019), this study has also shown the importance to include 
locals in the policy making to ensure a sustainable tourism. Bruges should plan and manage tourism according to 
recommendations for cruise port cities (Klein, 2011). 
Governance in Bruges should ensure regional articulation of different stakeholders and local agents, establishing a 
win&win relationship between cruise lines, the port and the community (Gui & Russo, 2011). Considering community 
and local ambassadors in tourism activities contribute to a greater understanding and better promotion of the benefits 
of tourism for a destination. More thorough research on similar destinations could have an added value to this research. 
It would be necessary for further research to repeat the study a later point in time to see if outcomes differ. Comparing 
results of this research with possible results obtained during the high season can offer new insights. 
 
 
REFERENCES 
 
Abdool, A. (2002). Resdidents' perceptions of tourism: a comparative study of two carribean communities. Bournemouth: s.n. 
 
Almeyda-Ibáñez, M. & George, B.P. (2017). The evolution of destination branding: A review of branding literature in tourism. 
Journal of Tourism, Heritage & Services Marketing, 3(1), 9–17. http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.401370 
 
Archer, B., Cooper, C. & Ruhanen, L. (2005). The positive and negative impacts of tourism. In: W.F.Theobald (Ed.), Global tourism. 
3rd edition (, pp. 79-102). London, Routledge. 
 
  6 
Ashworth, G., & Page, S. J. (2011). Urban tourism research: Recent progress and current paradoxes. Tourism management, Vol. 32, 
No.1, pp. 1-15. 
 
Binkhorst, E., & Den Dekker, T. (2009). Agenda for co-creation tourism experience research. Journal of Hospitality Marketing & 
Management, Vol.18, No 2-3, pp. 311-327. 
 
Bramwell, B. & Lane, B. (1993). Sustainable Tourism: An Evolving Global Approach. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, Vol.1, No.1, 
pp. 1-5. 
 
Brida, J. G. & Zapata, S. (2010). Cruise tourism: economic, socio-cultural and environmental impacts. International Journal Leisure 
and Tourism Marketing, Vol.1, No.3, pp. 205-226. 
 
Brugge (2016). Startschot voor Cruisegebouw. [Online]  
 
Butler, R. W. (1980). The Concept of a Tourist Area Cycle Evolution: Implications for the Management of Resources. In: R. Butler 
(Ed.), The Tourism Area Life Cycle, Vol.1., pp.5-12. Bristol, Chanel View Publications. 
 
Butler, R. (1990). Alternative Tourism: Pious Hope Or Trojan Horse?. Journal of Travel Research, Vol. 28, Nº 3, pp. 40-45. 
 
Butler, R. (2006). The Concept of a Tourist Area Cycle of Evolution: Implications for Management of Resources. The Tourism Area 
Life Cycle Vol.1. (pp.5). Bristol, Chanel View Publications. 
 
Butler, R.W. (1999) Sustainable tourism: A state-of-the-art review. Tourism Geographies Vol.1, No.1, pp. 7–25. 
 
Čerović, S.; Knežević, M.; Vukadinovic,P. (2015). The influence of globalization on tourism and impact of tourism on other activities 
with an emphasis on greenfield investments in Tourism. Conference Proceeding: Sitcon 2015 
 
Chami, M. & Kaminyoge, G. (2019). Closed House of Wonders museum: Implications to the tourism of Zanzibar Stone Town, 
UNESCO World Heritage Site. Journal of Tourism, Heritage & Services Marketing, 5(1), 31–36. 
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.2641253 
 
Chatzigeorgiou, C. (2017). Modelling the impact of social media influencers on behavioural intentions of millennials: The case of 
tourism in rural areas in Greece. Journal of Tourism, Heritage & Services Marketing, 3(2), 25-29. 
 
Chatzigeorgiou, C., Christou, E. & Simeli, I. (2017). Delegate satisfaction from conference service quality and its impact on future 
behavioral intentions. 5th International Conference on Contemporary Marketing Issues, ICCMI, June 21-23, 2017 
Thessaloniki, Greece, pp. 532-544. 
 
Christou, E. (2002). Examining the impact of tourism destination image and reputation on visitor loyalty likelihood. Tourism Today, 
2(1), 34-46. 
 
Christou, E. (2003) On-line buyers’ trust in a brand and the relationship with brand loyalty: the case of virtual travel agents. Tourism 
Today, Vol. 3, No.1, pp.95-106. 
 
Christou, E. (2010). Relationship Marketing Practices for Retention of Corporate Customers in Hospitality Contract Catering. 
Tourism & Hospitality Management, 16(1), 1-10. 
 
Clarke, J. (1997) A framework of approaches to sustainable tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, Vol. 5, No.3, pp. 224–233.  
 
Cohen, E. (1988). Authenticity and commoditization in tourism. Annals of Tourism Research, Vol. 15, pp. 371–386.  
 
Cole, S., 2007. Beyond the Resort Life Cycle: The Micro-Dynamics of Destination Tourism. The Journal of Regional Analysis & 
Policy, Vol.37, No.3, pp. 266-278. 
 
Colomb, C., & Novy, J. (2016). Urban tourism and its discontents: an introduction. In C.Colomb and J. Novy (Eds.) Protest and 
resistance in the tourist city (pp. 15-44). Abingdon, Routledge. 
 
George Manuel de Almeida Ramos, & João Luís Jesus Fernandes. (2016). Tourism territories in low density areas: The case of 
Naturtejo geopark in Portugal. Journal of Tourism, Heritage & Services Marketing, 2(1), 14–21. 
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.376330 
 
Custodio Santos, M., Ferraira, A. M. & Costa, C. (2014). Influential factors in the competititveness mature tourism destinations , 
Portugal: s.n. 
 
Giacomo Del Chiappa, Stefano Usai, Antonio Cocco, & Marcello Atzeni. (2018). Sustainable Tourism Development and Climate 
Change: A Supply-Side Perspective. Journal of Tourism, Heritage & Services Marketing, 4(2), 3–9. 
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1490348 
 
Edwards, C. (2017). Tourism is killing Venice, but it's also the only key to survival. The Local Italy, 18 July.  
 
Edwards, S., Binnie, I. & Zuvela, M. (2017). Summer lovin'? Not in angry Europe's tourist hotspots. Reuters, 04 August.  
 
  7 
Ferrari, S. & Gilli, M. (2018). Sustainable tourism in natural protected areas: the points of view of hosts and guests in Sila National 
Park. In I. Azara, E. Michopoulou, A.Clarke, D. Taff and F. Niccolini, F. (eds). Tourism, health, well-being and protected 
areas (pp.39-55). Wallingford (UK), CABI Books. 
 
Fotiadis, A., & Williams, R. (2018). “TiCoSa” a 3d matrix conceptual model to investigate visitors’ perceptions in an athletic event. 
Journal of Tourism, Heritage & Services Marketing, 4(2), 32-36. 
 
Fotiadis, A., Nuryyev, G., Achyldurdyyeva, J., & Spyridou, A. (2019). The Impact of EU Sponsorship, Size, and Geographic 
Characteristics on Rural Tourism Development. Sustainability, 11(8). doi:10.3390/su11082375. 
 
FPS Economy, S.M.E.s, Self-employed and Energy (2017). Toeristische aankomsten en overnachtingen - per gemeente (2007-2016). 
[Online]  
 
George, B. P. (2017). The evolution of destination branding: A review of branding literature in tourism. Journal of Tourism, Heritage 
& Services Marketing, 3(1):9-17. http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.401370 
 
Gibbs, G. (2002). Qualitative data analysis: Explorations with NVivo (Understanding social research) (p. 100). Buckingham, Open 
University Press. 
 
Graefe, A. R., & Vaske, J. J. (1987). A framework for managing quality in the tourist experience. Annals of tourism research, Vol. 
14, No.3, pp. 390-404. 
 
Greenwood, D. J. (1977). Culture by the pound: an anthropological perspective on tourism as cultural commoditization. In V. L. 
Smith (Ed.), Hosts and Guests (pp.129-139). Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Press.  
 
Gui, L. & Russo, A.P. (2011) Cruise ports: a strategic nexus between regions and global lines—evidence from the 
Mediterranean. Maritime Policy & Management, Vol.38, No-2, pp. 129-150. 
 
Guimont, D., & Lapointe, D. (2016). Empowering local tourism providers to innovate through a living lab process: Does scale 
matter? Technology Innovation Management Review, Vol., 6, No.11. 
 
Gursoy, D., Jurowski, C. and Uysal, M. (2002) Resident attitudes. A structural modelling approach. Annals of Tourism Research, 
Vol.29, No.1, pp. 79–105.  
 
Harrill, R. (2004). Residents’ attitudes toward tourism development: A literature review with implications for tourism 
planning. Journal of planning literature, Vol.18, No.3,pp. 251-266. 
 
Harvey, D. (2001). Spaces of capital: Towards a critical geography. Abingdon, Routledge. 
 
Hernandez Maskivker, G., Lapointe, D., & Aquino, R. (2018). The impact of volunteer tourism on local communities: A managerial 
perspective. International Journal of Tourism Research. 
 
Hyde, K. F. & Lawson, R. (2003). The Nature of Independent Travel. Journal of Travel Research, Vol.42, No.1,pp. 13-23. 
 
Jeannite, S., & Lapointe, D. (2016). La production de l’espace touristique de l’Île-à-Vache (Haïti): illustration du processus de 
développement géographique inégal. Études caribéennes, pp. 33-34. 
 
Klein, R. A. (2011). Responsible Cruise Tourism: Issues of Cruise Tourism and Sustainability. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism 
Management, Vol.18, No.1,pp. 107-116. 
 
Kotler, P., Bowen, J. and Makens, J. (2003). Marketing or Hospitality and Tourism, 3rd edn. Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, UK.  
 
Kozak, M. & Martin, D. (2011). Tourism life cycle and sustainability analysis: profit-focused strategies for mature destinations. 
Tourism Management, Vol.33, pp. 188-194. 
 
Küçükaltan, E. G., & Pirnar, I. (2016). Competitiveness factors of a tourism destination and impact on residents’ quality of life: The 
case of Cittaslow-Seferihisar, Journal of Tourism, Heritage & Services Marketing, 2(1): 22-29. 
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.376332 
 
Lim, W. M. (2017). Exiting supranational unions and the corresponding impact on tourism: Some insights from a rejoinder to Brexit. 
Current Issues in Tourism, Vol.21, No.9, pp. 970-974. 
 
Llewelyn-Davies, Great Britain. Dept. of the Environment, Bartlett School of Architecture, Great Britain. Government Office for 
London, & Comedia (Firm). (1996). Four world cities: a comparative study of London, Paris, New York and Tokyo. 
Llewelyn-Davies. 
 
Lupoli, C. (2013). Volunteer tourism: A catalyst for promoting community development and conservation (Doctoral dissertation). 
 
MacCannell, D. (1973). Staged authenticity: arrangements of social space in tourist settings. American Journal of Sociology, Vol.79, 
pp. 589–603.  
 
  8 
Manning, R. & Powers, L. (1984). Peak and off-peak use: redistributing the outdoor recreation/tourism load. Journal of Travel 
Research, Vol.23, No.2, pp. 25-31. 
 
Marco Martins. (2018). Tourism Planning and Tourismphobia: An Analysis of the Strategic Tourism Plan of Barcelona 2010-2015. 
Journal of Tourism, Heritage & Services Marketing, 4(1), 3–7. http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1247519 
 
McCool, S.F. & Martin, S.R. (1994) Community attachment and attitudes toward tourism development. Journal of Travel Research, 
Vol. 32, No.2, pp. 29–34.  
 
McNeill, D. (1999). Globalization and the European city. Cities, Vol.16, No.3, pp. 143-148. 
 
Milano, C. (2018a) Overtourism, malestar social y turismofobia. Un debate controvertido. PASOS Revista de Turismo 
y Patrimonio Cultural, Vol. 16, No.3, pp. 551 - 564. 
 
Milano, C. & Mansilla, J. (2018b) Ciudad de Vacaciones. Conflictos urbanos en espacios turísticos. Barcelona: Poll.en Edicions. 
 
Milano, C., Novelli, M. & Cheer, J. M. (2019) Overtourism and Tourismphobia: A journey through four decades of tourism 
development, planning and local concerns. Tourism Planning & Development (Taylor & Francis). 
 
Miller, G. (2001) The development of indicators for sustainable tourism: Results of a Delphi survey of tour- ism researchers. Tourism 
Management, Vol.22, pp. 351–362.  
 
Molina-Azorín, J.F. & Font, X. (2015). Mixed methods in sustainable tourism research: an analysis of prevalence, designs and 
application in JOST (2005–2014). Journal of Sustainable Tourism, Vol.24, No.4, pp. 549–573.  
 
Mombeuil, C. (2018). Interaction from tourism development in Port-au-Prince, Haiti. Journal of Tourism, Heritage & Services 
Marketing, 4(1), 8–14. http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1247527 
 
Moscardo, G. & Pearce, P. (2003). Presenting destinations: marketing host communities. In S. Singh, D. J. Timothy and R. K. 
Dowling (Eds), Tourism in Destination Communities (pp.253-272). Cambridge, CABI Publishing.  
 
Mowforth, M. and Munt, I. (2003) Tourism and Sustainability. New Tourism in the Third World. Routledge, London, UK.  
 
Muler Gonzalez, V., Coromina, L., & Galí, N. (2018). Overtourism: residents’ perceptions of tourism impact as an indicator of 
resident social carrying capacity-case study of a Spanish heritage town. Tourism Review. 
 
Murphy, P. E. (1981). Community attitudes to tourism: A comparative analysis. International Journal of Tourism Management, Vol. 
2, No.3, pp. 189-195. 
 
Nella, A. & Christou, E. (2014) Linking Service Quality at the Cellar Door with Brand Equity Building, Journal of Hospitality 
Marketing & Management, 23:7, 699-721. https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2014.891959 
 
Nella, A. & Christou, E. (2016). Extending tourism marketing: Implications for targeting the senior tourists' segment. Journal of 
Tourism, Heritage & Services Marketing, 2(1), 36–42. http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.376336 
 
Neuts, B. & Nijkamp, P. (2012). Tourist crowding perception and acceptability in cities: Applied modelling study on Bruges. Annals 
of Tourism Research, Vol.39, No.4, pp. 2133-2153. 
 
Nijs, V. (2016). Toerisme Vlaanderen. https://www.toerismevlaanderen.be/. Accessed the 04th of April 2019, at 13:00. 
 
Pappas, N. (2017). Brexit Referendum Influence on Londoners' Overseas Travelling, UK: s.n. 
 
Patoski, J. D. & Ikeda , G. (1993). Waikiki*the evolution of an urban resort. A historical study of Waikiki as it compares with the 
beach resort life-cycle model. Hawaï: s.n.  
 
Peeters, P., Gössling, S., Klijs, J., Milano, C., Novelli, M., Dijkmans, C., Eijgelaar, E., Hartman, S., Heslinga, J., Isaac, R., Mitas, 
O., Moretti, S., Nawijn, J., Papp, B. & Postma, A., (2018) Overtourism: impact and possible policy responses, Research for 
TRAN Committee. European Parliament, Policy Department for Structural and Cohesion Policies, Brussels. 
 
Peng, J., Chen, X. & Wang, J. (2016). Applying relative deprivation theory to study the attitudes of host community residents towards 
tourism: the case study of the Zhangjiang National Park, China. Current Issues in Tourism, Vol.19, No.7, pp. 734–754.  
 
Perdue, R. R., Long, P. T., & Allen, L. (1990). Resident support for tourism development. Annals of tourism Research, Vol. 17, 
No.4, pp. 586-599. 
 
Pigram, J. J. & Wahab, S. (2005). Tourism, Development and Growth: The Challenge of Sustainability. Abingdol, Routledge. 
 
Pine, B. J., Pine, J., & Gilmore, J. H. (1999). The experience economy: work is theatre & every business a stage. Harvard, Harvard 
Business Press. 
 
Ritzer, G. (1999). Enchanting a disenchanted world: Revolutionizing the means of consumption. Thousand Oaks, CA, Pine Forge 
Press . 
  9 
 
Ritzer, G. (Ed.). (2009). McDonaldization:. The reader. Thousand Oaks (CA), Pine Forge Press. 
 
Russo, P., A. (2002). The “vicious circle” of tourism development in heritage cities. Annals of Tourism Research, Vol.29, No.1, pp. 
165-182. 
 
Ryan, C. (2010). Ways of conceptualizing the tourist experience a review of literature. Tourism Recreation Research, Vol. 35, No.1, 
pp. 37-46. 
 
Ryan, C. & Aicken, M. (2005). Indigenous Tourism: The Commodification and Management of Culture. Amsterdam, Elsevier.   
 
Saunders, M., Lewis, P. & Thornhill, A. (2009). Research Methods for Business Student. England, Pearson Education. 
 
Sharpley, R. & Harrison, D. (2017). 20 Conclusion: Mass Tourism in the Future. In: Mass Tourism in a Small World. UK, CABI 
International. 
 
Sheldon, P. & Abenoja, T. (2001). Resident attitudes in a mature destination: the case of Waikiki. Tourism Management, Vol.22, 
pp. 435-443. 
 
Silverman, D. (2015). Interpreting qualitative data. Thousand Oaks (CA), Sage. 
 
Sorkin, M. (1992). Variations on a theme park: The new American city and the end of public space. Basingstoke, Macmillan. 
 
Spangenberg, G.H. (2000). Sustainable development concepts and indicators. Paper presented at the Aral Sea Workshop, Almaty, 
Kazahkstan, March, 2000.  
 
Spangenberg, G.H. (2002) Environmental space and the prism of sustainability: frameworks for indicators measuring sustainable 
development. Ecological Indicators, Vol.2, No.3, pp. 295–309.  
 
Stoddard, J.E., Pollard, C.E. & Evans, M.R. (2012) The triple bottom line: a framework for sustainable tourism development. 
International Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Administration,  Vol.13, No.3, pp. 233–258.  
 
Swarbrooke, J. (1999) Sustainable tourism management. Wallingford (UK): CABI.  
 
Teoman, D. C. (2017). Terrorism and tourism in Europe, new “partners”?. European Journal of Geography, Vol.8, No.2, pp. 132-
142. 
 
Theng, S., Qiong, X. & Tatar, C. (2015). Mass Tourism vs Alternative Tourism? Challenges and New Positionings. West Indies, 
Université des Antilles. 
 
Thrift, N. (1998). Virtual capitalism: the globalisation of reflexive business knowledge. Virtualism: a new political economy: pp. 
161-186. 
 
Toerisme Vlaanderen (2017). Toerisme in Kerncijfers editie 2016, s.l..Toerisme Vlaanderen. 
 
UNWTO (2004). Tourism Congestion Management at Natural and Cultural Sites. Madrid, World Tourism Organization (UNWTO). 
 
UNWTO. (1997). What tourism managers need to know. Madrid, UNWTO. 
 
Vainikka, V. (2015). Stereotypes and Professional Reflections on Mass Tourism: Focussing on Tour Operators, Mass Tourism 
Destinations and Mass Tourists. Université des Antilles et de la Guyane. 
 
Van Der Borg, J. (1992). Tourism and urban development: the case of Venice, Italy. Tourism Recreation Research, Vol.17, No.2, 
pp. 46-56. 
 
Van der Borg, J., Costa, P. & Gotti, G. (1996). Tourism in European Heritage Cities, Italy, Pergamon. 
 
Vargas-Sánchez, A., Porras-Bueno, N., & de los Ángeles Plaza-Mejía, M. (2011). Explaining residents’ attitudes to tourism: Is a 
universal model possible?. Annals of Tourism Research, Vol.38, No.2, pp. 460-480. 
 
Veal, A. (2006). Qualitative Methods. Research Methods for Leisure and Tourism. Sydney, Prentice Hall. 
 
Volgger, M., Pechlaner, H., & Pichler, S. (2017). The practice of destination governance: A comparative analysis of key dimensions 
and underlying concepts. Journal of Tourism, Heritage & Services Marketing, 3(1), pp. 18-24. 
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.401371 
 
Wearing, S. and Wearing, B. (2001) Conceptualizing the selves of tourism. Leisure Studies, Vol.20, pp.143–159.  
 
WES (2012). Strategisch plan voor het toerisme in Brugge 2012-2016, Brugge : WES. 
 
Wonderful Copenhagen (2017). The end of tourism as we know it, Copenhagen, Wonderful Copenhagen. 
 
  10 
Zwegers, B. (2018). Goldmine or Bottomless Pitt? Exploiting Cornwall's Mining Heritage. Journal of Tourism, Heritage & Services 
Marketing, 4(1), 15–22. http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1247534 
 
Zukin, S. (1995). The Cultures of Cities. Oxford, Malden. 
 
 
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS  
 
The research that led to these results has been carried out through funds from Obra Social “La Caixa”, Spain. 
 
 
 
